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Qounsel for Appellant 


APPELLANT WAS DENIED HIS SIXTH 
AMENDMENT RIGHT TQ EFFECTIVE 
ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL AND HIS 
RIGHT TC A FAIR TRIAL WHEN THE 

ICE CONDUCTED A LINEUP. OF 
THE APPEELANT AT WHICH THE ONLY 
COUNSEL PRESENT WAS A SUPSTITUTE 
COUNSEL WHOSE PRESENCE WAS NOT 
MADE ANOWN TO APBELLANT,. 


TRE CIRCUMSTANCES SURROQUNTING 


THE CONFRONTATION BETWEEN 
APPELLANT AND CERTAIN 

IDENTIFYING WITNESSES WERE 
UNNECESSARILY SUGGESTIVE A 
CONDUCIVE TO IRREBARARLE 

MISTAKEN IDENTITY AS TO AMAUNT 

TC 4A DENIAL OF QUE PROCESS OF 

LAW WHEN SUCH IDENTIFICATION 
TESTIMONY WAS INTRODUCED AT TRIAL, 


THE HECORM DOES NOT SH*%W THAT THE 
CEs RNMENT HAS SHOWN BEY¢NR A 

REASONABLE QWOUAT THAT THE 
ADMISSION OF THE ILLEGAL 
IDENTIFICATION EVIPENCE WAS 
HARMLESS ERROR. 


THE COURT BELOW ERREQ, IN 

PERMITTING THE JURY RETURN A 

VERDICT WHICH WAS INCONSISTENT, 

IN PART, WITH THE C@URT'S 

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE JURY, 
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